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Soviet Strategy To Derail
US INF Deplovmen

in attempting to forestall US deployments of intermediate-range nuclear
forces (INF) in Europe. scheduied to begin late this year, the Soviets will
continue a complex strategy of inducements and threats designed to
influence NATO governments, particularly West Germany ocforc its
March clections. With time growing short. their near-term objective
evidently is to pressure NATO to delay the deployments and to movc from
its 2zero oplion proposa;

Moscow hus begun an intensive effort 10 brief West European governments
on the new Soviel proposal for a subceiling on missile launchers in Furopc.
The subceiling would result in substantial reductions in the number of
Soviet medium-range batlistic missile luunchers oppasite NATO but would
be iinked 1o the number of French and British baliistic missile taunchers
and would preclude the deployment in Europe of US INF missilcs. The So-
victs have argued that their new proposal demonstrates “flexibility.” in
sharp contrast to US “intractability™ in adhering to its zero option
proposal. They also have hinted in vague terms (o West turopean
governments of certain “concessions’ they might adont at the INF
ncgotiations in rcturn for greater US flexibility

At the same time. Moscow has warned NATO of the Serigus conscquences
should the US position remain unchanged in Geneva and the United States -
proceed with its deployments. Such consequences probably include: the
lifting of their unilatcral $S$-20 moratorium, deployment of additional
$S-20s in Europe, and the development of new cruisc and ballistic missiles
for deplaviment opposite NATO. Thus Moscow is trying to persuade the
Europeans that their security would be better served by its proposal for a
missilc subceiling than by US INF deployments offset by corresponding
Sovict counterdeployments

Along with these diplomatic moves, the Sovicts have actively promoted the
European “peace movement’ through aggressive propaganda and covert
activities. They have focused their cfforts primarily on thosc countrics
scheduled 10 base the new NATO missiles. with the chief emphasis on
West Germany. Their campaign covers a whole spectrum of activitics—
from overt cfforts 1o create u fear of nuclcar wdr to covert meusurcs.
including forgerics and disinforination. to put NATO governments in the
wors( possible light
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Should US deployments begin without “acceptable’™ progress in the talks,
the Soviets probably would continue to negotiate, but on a different basis—
the Soviet side then would offer to trade off its “‘new’” systems in exchange
for US INF systems. Nevertheless the Soviets probably hope that the
situation will not dcteriorate to the point where they would find it
necessary to counter NATO's deployments with hundreds of their own
missiles. Having acknowledged in Geneva that they expect NATO 1o
proceed with its plans, they must have seriously contemplated a negotiated
outcome in which NATO is allowed some level of deployment. Given their
particular concern over the Pershing 11, the Soviets might continuc to cali
for a ban on it, while grudgingly accepting some level of GLCM
deployment—albeit sharply reduced from the planned 464 launchers. In
return, they probably would merely rciterate their missile subceiling
proposal. In fact. they could insist that any US GLCM deployment
(augmenting the French and British missile launcherss he offset by
deployments of additional Sovict missile launchers

By late 1983 Moscow should be able to assess whether an [NF agreement
is possible. If it sees little prospect for one and is convinced that the NATO
deployments will begin as scheduted in December 1983, it probabiy will
begin implementing the military countermeasures foreshadowed last
March by Brezhnev and more recently by Andropov. [n his 21 December
address. the new General Secretary pledged to deploy a ncw long-range
cruise missile if Washington proceeds with cruise missile deployment. This
response could be in the form of sea-launched cruise missiie deployment off
US shores as well as ground-launched cruise missile deployinent opposite
NATO. The Soviets also could choose to develop a new IRBM more
capable than the SS-20 for deployment against Western Europe

Moscow almost certainly would accompany such military moves with a
charply increased cffort in covert activities in the five INF-basing ccun-
trics. It probably would fecl less constrained than before in promoting
demonstrations and supporting radical peace groups, including some which
might engage in sabotage against NATO facilities. Moscow also will use
propaganda, disinformation, and support to Communist party and front
groups to increase the political pain of the governments in the INF-basing
countries. It will hope that this, in turn, will cause those countries 10 bring
pressure on the United States to accede to an agreement that caps N ATO
deployment at a low level and minimizes reductions in Soviet forces




Y

Nevertheless. the Sovicts realize that their overt “peace™ campaign in
Western Europe has been their most effective tactic. They also recognize
that the peace movement there has indigenous roots and has acquired a
momentum of its own. They will do what they can to nurture it without
appcaring too heavyhanded.
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Soviet Strategy To Derail
US INF Deployment

A key goal in Moscaw’s security policy since 1979 has
been 1o derail NATQO s plans to deploy the Pershing 11
medium-range ballistic missile (MRBMi and the
ground-faunched cruise missile (GLCM). By blocking
these deployments, scheduled to begin in late 1983,
the USSR would retain its curreat predominance in
intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF) as well as
further its long-term objective of weakening NATO
and dividing Western Europe from the United States.

{. NMoscow's YView of NATO Deployment Plans

The Savicts see US deployment of the Pershing It and
GLCM not enly as an effort 10 upset the theater
nuclear balance, but as an aticmpt 10 skew the glabal
nuclear balance in favor of the United States. In their
view, the deployment of these systems—with the
range ard accuracy 1o strike hardened targets deep in
the USSR --wouid change the linkage between the-
ater and intercontinental war o the advantage of the
United States. Without resorting to usc of its central
s}slcms. the United States would be able to threaten
the Soviet homeland, including a portion of &
USSR s strategic forces and its command. control,
and communications network (see map

The Sovicts see the new LS systems as an effective
counter 1o their SS-20 IRBM force and may believe
that the scalec of NATO’s deployments would nuflify
the advantage in escalation control that they had
planncd to sccurc with that force. For example.
Moscow would have to consider that NATO, if
confronted with a conventional attack by the Warsaw
Pact. would be tempted to use its new INF systems
before they were destroyed. If the Soviets believed
NATO would usc these systems, they might {ccl even
more compelied to launch a theater-wide preemptive
strike

The Sovicts probably would expect that Pershing s
and GLCMs would be used concuriently and in
conjunction with air- and sea-launched cruise missiles
(ALCMs and SLCMs) and strikes by tactical and
strategic aircraft in a full-scale auclear attack. They

sec the Pershing {1 as particularly dangerous becausce
its short flight time and accuracy would make it a
threat to major clements of their command structure
and some of their strategic farces. which would not
have adequalte warning time 1o react fn December

p

[ s ‘_flhal .\1osco\} per-
ceives the Pershing 1 as the most serious threat 1o 1ts
sccurity, ¢ven more than the NMinutemae 1 1CSM,
because of the flight time {actor

The Soviets probably regard the GLCM 25 an cffec-
tive complement to the Pershing 1 in that it could be
uscd against strategic and tactical targets that are not
time urgent and. when used with sea-launched and
air-launched cruise missiles. would severels compli-
catle Sovict air defense strategs. The deploy ment of
both the PPershing [l and the GLCM would seriously
strain Soviet capabilitics to locate and attack NATO'<
nuclear mcans in Europe carly in a war. From a
Soviet targeting standpoint, the GLCM would pose
the greater prablem because it would be dispersed
2mong five countrics. four of them deep in NATO's
rcar and behind NATO's air defense bel

11. Soviet Negotiating and Osvert Political Strategy
Until Now

The Soviets have employed a mulufaceted sirategy to
achieve their INF arms control objecuives. They clear-
ly view the West European governments as the key to
blocking US INF deployments. While negotiating
with the United States in Geneva, they have carried
out a propaganda and covert action offensive-—-pri-
marily focused on the pcace movement in Western
Europe—similar to the onc they waged in 1977-78 1o
stop NATO from deploying enhznced radistion weap-
ons. In this campaign they have tried both overt and
covert means. inducements as well as threats. o
exploit anti-INF sentiment in West Luropean govern-
ments. Perhaps the most heavy handed threat intended
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for thesc governments was contained in an interview
Brezhnev had with Der Spiegel in November 1981.
He said that “in order to ncutralize [NATO's| mobilc
missilcs it would be necessary {for Moscow]to deal
retaliatory strikes of great yield at the supposed arcas
of their deployment.™

Later that same month President Reagan announcec
his zcro option proposal, which to the Soviets’ dismay
was cagerly embraced by Western Eurepe. The tenac-
ity with which Washington adnered to this proposal
during the last negotiating round probably convinced
Moscow that a necw Soviet inttiative was needed to
bring (urther pressurc on the United States and
NATO. Previous initiatives—for example, the unilat-
cral moratorium on SS-20 deployment in the western
USSR and the threat to put the United States and
Western Europe in an “analogous™ position if NATO
deploys new INF systems-—have not yiclded measur-
able results in the ncgotiations or in West European
capitals )

One of Moscow's recent threats was a warning that
NATO's INF deployment would necessitate the adop-
tion of a Soviet launch-on-warning policy. This was
implied in 2 statement issued by the Novosti press
agency on 30 Nevember that apparently was aimed 2t
intimidating the West Europcans. This threat, like the
others, probably was counterproductive because many
West European governments saw it as a rather crude
and clumsy attempt to pressure them to forgo INF

deployment.

Negotiating Strategy. Although Brezhnev had hintec
in an address fast October that the SS-20 deployment
moratorium might te lifted soon. Defense Minister
Ustinov. in a 6 December interview, implied that it
was still in effect. Whatever the fate of the moratori-
um, Moscow has other diplomatic options to explore.
particularly with the West Europcans, in the hope
that they will cxert pressurc on the United Sires 1
change its bargaining posi(ixmc

A
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In an address on 21 December, General Secretary
Andropov officially announced the missile subceiling
proposal and emphasized the reductions that would be
made. including “‘tens of the latest missiles, known in
the West as SS-20s.” The Sovicts could reduce their
missile iauncners to 162 by retiring 250 SS-4s and
SS-5s and 81 SS-20s (sce table). This cutback in
SS-20s would amount to one-third of the force in ihe
Europcan USSR. Although the Sovicts have the
option, under their propo<al, of cither dismantling
their excess SS-20 launchers or remeving them to the
castern USSR they have hintec i EI

willingnesy 1o desiroy 2t least some ol ier

r 7
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The Missile Balance in Eurape

Present

LS Zcio 6;1(:0_'1 ‘F’H;@al

Andropov’s Subcciling Offer
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Overt Political Strategy. The Sovicts have begun a
campaign 10 highlight their new INF initiative and
arc intensifying their cfforts to undcrmias the NATO
Ceployment plan as the West (e watianal elec-

e annenach e AL et
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tn addition to these high-level mectings. the Sovicts
have sent bricfing memoranda on their view of the
[NF negotiations to most of the major West Europzan
capitzls. They probably belicve they will have their
best shot at influencing Allicd pe<itions if they appear
10 be Nexible in the ncgotiations.

r j that a

pestponement of NATO's INF deployment would
satisf[v Moscow [ar the present. This goal became
mere cvident in carly November, when Brezhrev scat
a letter to West German Chancellor Kohl requesting
that such deployment not procced automatically be-
causc morc time was nceded 1o achicve results at the
INF ncgotiatiuns. After the Brezhney furncral,
Andropov made a similar request +~ 1 mecting with
West German President Carstens
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The Sovicts arc directing their efforts primarily to-
ward public diplomacy—to avoid risking the adverse
public reaction that would result if covert opcrations
were exposed. They are emphasizing the carrot of
Moscow's negotiating flexibility rather than the stick
of threatening retaliation to NATO deployments. As
Gromyko's recent visit to Bonn demonstrates, Mos-
cow is secking 1o present an image of caution and
reason, presumably to leave the door open for future
cooperation with the Christian Democrats if they win
the clections, and 10 avoid discrediting the Social
Democratic Party's attempts to broker an agreement
on INF between the United States and the USSR

I11. Soviet “Active Measures™ Against INF: The
Covert Campaign

In the past three years, in support of its direct
diplomatic efforts to block deploymernt of US INF on
West Europcan soil, Moscow has conducted an ambi
tious campaign to infiltrate, manipulate. 2nd explon
the European peace movement. To conduct such a
campaign. the Sovicts rely on a full range of so-callec
“active measures™—a term they usc (0 refer (o activi-
ties worldwide that arc intended to promote Soviet
fareign policy goals bui which go beyord traditional
diplomatic, propaganda. and military means. Many of
the uctive measures currently being emploved in the
anti-INF campaign arc adaptations of thosc that
proved effective in the 1977-78 campaign against the
“ncutron bomb.™ The scope and intensity of the
USSRs public and covert campaigns can be expected
[ gréw as scheduied deployment dates approasch. It
has alrcady surp~<<~d the scale of the anti-ncutron
bomb campaign.

Use of Communist Parties and Froat Orgai.izations.
Moscow has iastructed West Europecan Communists
and the leaders of pro-Soviet international organiza-
tions to make the anti-INF campaign their foremost
concern and has provided funding and political guid-
ance for their pcacc movement activity

The Soviets have directed West Europcan Communist
parties spzcifically to assumc a lcading role in orga-
nizing antinuclcar demonstrations and mectings and
to coordinate their efforts with non-Communist peace
activitics. Moscow has becen most active with regard
to the INF-basing countrics, particularly West Ger-
many, the Netherlands, and Belgium. For example:

g 7
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The Seviets also are using their international front
organizations 1o initiate and direct some of the anti-
nuclear acuvities in Western Europe 2nd to try to
attract non-Communist participants to lend credibi’
¢+ 1o Sovict objectives:

r )

ret

Financial Support. The USSR and its East European
allics contribute considerable financial and materiai
support covertly to the West European peace move-
ment through Communist parties and front
organizations:

r 7
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« A former Sovict Peace Fund chairman asserted in
an article in the English-language Moscow News in
the spring of 1981 that his clients included “leaders
of the international democratic organizations work-
ing for peace™ and cooperated with another ostensi-
bly “public’” Sovict organization, the Committee for
the Defense of Peace (SCDP) to “‘render financial
aid to organizations, movements, and personalities.”™

l" m
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Direct Involvement in Peace Groups. Because of the
urgency of their anti-INF campaign, the Sovicts have
risked discrediting some West Europcan pcace groups
by directing diplomats and other Soviet officials
abroad 1o undertake covert involvement in those
groups’ activities. For example:

« On 19 Novembrer the Dutch press reported that
representatives of the Soviet Embassy and trade

il

mission in the Netherlands had violated diplomatic
rules by getting directly involved in the peace
movement.

r \
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Influence Througk Foreign Media and Disinforma-
tion. The Soviets routinely iry to exploit the Wesiern
press to advance the USSR's peace movement
objectives:

« The left-lcaning West German magazine Der Spie-
gel, for cxample, is a leader in publishing interviews
with the Soviets. particularly on arms control issucs.

The KGB, usually through front organizations, pro-
vides funding for West Europcan media sympathet-
ic to Sovict intcrests. For example, late last ycar it
provided, via 2 Luxcmbourg-based East German
front organization, the funding to finance the new
printing installations of the pro-Soviet Greek Com-
munist Party.

.

The press organs of pro-Soviet European Commu-
nist parties, a‘though they have limited circulation,
provide sympathetic coverage of the USSR's poli-
cies and activities regarding antinuclear issues. This
prevails even on the lowest level, as in the casc of the
‘local Communist party newspaper that reported
daily on a Sovict veace delegation touring Denmark
tast November. ., A

Disinformation and forgeries are other ““active mca-
sures’ the Sovicts and their allies are using in the
campaign against [NF basing:

« in May 1982 a forged lettcr, purportedly from
former Secretary of State Haig to NATO Secreiary
Gencral Luns regarding nuclear arms issucs, was




circulated in Belgium and Luxembourg. {t distorted
NATO nuclcar strategy and played on the fear of
NATO usc of nuclcar weapons tn a limited war.

The West German Communist Party may have
been iavolved tn fabricating or disscminating a
purportedly official notice that was posted in several
areas of Bona in mid-November alerting citizens to
measures concerning the transport of nuclear and
conventional weapoas through the city. The forgery
clearly was intended to increasc putlic concern
about a recent accident involving a Pershing |
traaspocter and had no basis in fact

EfJectiveness of Soviet FfJorts. 1t is difficult 1o cvalu-
atc the real effect of Soviet active mcasures in the
West European pecace movement. Cleacly. not all
oppoasition to NATO nucicar forces modernization s
Sovict inspired. There ts good cvidence, however, that
the Soviets have sought to exploit and manipulate the
movement and that their covert support has caabled it
to grow beyond its owan capabilitics. The most success-
{ul tactic employcd by the Sovicts to date. howcever,
probably is the incessant emphasis in public and
private meztiags with West Europeans on the USSR's
ostensible commitment to detente and arms control in
contrast 1o the United States’ alleged drive toward
“military supremacy.”” This type of “political influ-
cnce operation’ s dilficult (o counter. because many
West Europeans meet with Sovict officials and local
Comuaunists often. considering this to be a legitimate
“mecans of obtaining infarmation

There has, however. been a perceptible change recent-
lv tn the attitude of somce non-Communist pcacc
groups toward Sovict and othcr Communist support:

= In the past six to cight months the Dutch Inter-
church Peace Council (1K V) has dicianced tiscl(
(rom the Sovict position and called morc strongly
for mutual disarmament by East uaé West.

« ta'Junc 1982 the West Geraan “Greens™ broke
with the Commuanist Pariy over the issucs of the
nced for disarmament by both superpowers. support
for the pecace movement in €ast Germany, and
critictsm of Sovict actions ta Poland and
Afghanistan.

« The British Campaign for Nuclcar Disarmament
(CND) reportedly will not support the WPC's
“World Pcacc Assembly™ scheduled to be held in
Praguc this Junc

[V. Soviet Negotiating Options in Mid-to-Late 1983
Moscow will coatinuc to assess NATO's deployment
plans and the US starce in the current reund of
ncgotiations. which will probably last until late
March. Although site preparation has beca under way
for some time. the first defiveries of INF cquipment
are scheduled to arrive in West Germany. the United
Kingdom. and ltaly between April and October. 11 by
that time the Sovicts concludce therc has been insuffi-
cient movement in the NATO acgotiating position
and they are convinced that the INF cyuipment
deliveries will be made. they probably wiil announce
an end to the SS-20 moratorivm E'

J

During the summer round of the [NF talks scveral
options would be open 10 the Sovicts. They could:

« Shift their tactics at the INF talks by cxpressing
willingness 10 tradc off cruise and ballistic mussifes
curreatly under development against the GLCM
and Pcrshing (1.

Call for a long suspension of the talks. blaming the
United States (or the stalematc.

Walk cut of the talks indefinitely. with no datc set
for resumption.

Call for merging the INF talks with START.
Proposc 10 the West Europeans that they join the
talks or suggest another venuc for the talks. such as
the Conference on Sceurity and Cooperation in

Europc (CSCE)

Trade-af]. Probably the Sovicts” most Tiv~Iv option
{and onc that they have sucgcslcc i j\‘ B
proposal (o tradc of f their future Cluse and ballictic
misstles against NATO's ncw systems They currently
have a number of such pregeams in develapment,
somc of which could be rcady {or deplovment by late

./S%M
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1983. In his address on 21 December. Andropov
stated that the USSR was testing a4 long-range cruisc
missile and would deploy it if the United States
procceded with plans for cruisc missile deployment.

By muatching their new systems against NATO's, the
Sovicts might scck to change the whole focus of the
ncgotiations. so that the emphasis would be on limit-
ing the new systems of both sides—while protecting
their substantially deployed SS-20 force. That tactical
shift could keep on the table their missilc subceiling
proposal, with its cnticement of substantial reductions
in the §8-20 force. They might arguc then to NATO
governments that European security would be better
served by the missile subceiling proposal than by US'
INF deplovments matched by Soviet counterdeploy-
ments.

The threat of such Soviet deployments. howcever,
would not be well reccived in European capitals and
might even increase Allied support for INF deploy-
ments. {INF proponents would characterize the threat
as a Soviet cffort to divide Western Europe (rom the
United States and wou!d urge their governments to
follow through with deployments. At the same time.,
however. the West Europcan governments would urge
the United States to persevere at the INF 1alks so that
a deal might still be negotiated

Suspension. Of the above options. the second seems
least likely. because the Soviets probably would feel
that it would not be “tough™ enough. With time
rurning out before NATO deployment. they almost
certainly would believe that more delinitive measures
werz required to impress NATO with the gravity of
the situation

Walkout. If they chose (o walk out, the Soviets might
arguce in justification that unti! the United States is
interested in “bargaining seriously.” there is no need
1ncantinue INF talks. In November they indicalcé[
chat the next round of negotiations (currenily
in session} wauld be a watershed. They also scemed to
be laying the groundwork for an cventual pubiic
accounting of their “Mexibility” throughout the ncgo-
tiations. in contrast to US “intractability.” At various
times last fal! Soviet INF delegates and party officials
hinted at a walkout if the US position remauincd

}wﬂ’

unchanged and Washington began INF deployments:
but at the same timel they indicated that
they would continue ncgotiations even alter the Unit-
cd States began such deployments.

Leaving the talks clecarly would be risky to the
Sovicts: Western public opinion might blame them for
the collapse of the ncgotiations. If they feared this
possibility. they could stress their willingness (o con-
tinue to negotiate at START but make it clear thzi ro
progress would be possiblc in that forum untl INF
questions were resolved

Merger. The idea of negotiating INF in the START
framework might be an option op~zn 10 the Soviets, as
Colonel General Chervov of the General Staff recent-
ly indicated in an intervicw with a West German
newspaper. Al present, Chervov opposes the idea
because of the neced to reach an INF scettlement
quickly and the likelihood that combining INF talks
with START would delay an INF solution for many
vears. Nevertheless, the Soviets might consider this
approach if they belicved that it had West Europcan
support and could delay NATO’s deployment plans.

Moscow would be in a good position if the talks were
merged, because it has already linked the two in its
negotiating approach. Its reduction proposal in
START is contingent on no US deployment of new
INF systems The call to ban iong-rangr cruise
missiles and air-to-surface ballistic missiles is found in
both its INF and its START proposals. lts objection
to US proposals in both the INF talks and START is
that Washington is not looking at the whole panoply
of weapon systems comprchensively. but is interested
in sclectively limiging ontv Moscow's streagths, such
as ICBMs and the SS-20

The Soviets might well see an advantage if ali systems
with a **strategic’ mission—-taciuding US “forward-
based™ systenis and British and French nuclea:
forces—werce on the negotiating table ‘In their view
this could open up opportunitics for horsc trading.
such as occurred during SALT [, und could makc
morc credible the Soviet argument that there is
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ovceall strategic parity between East and West. If by
late 1983 Moscow saw NATO deployment as a
certainty and was still interested in a negotiated
outcome. it might believe that this advantage would
outweigh any disadvantage there might be in losing a
separate forum for INF. (The separate forum has
been useful in exerting leverage on the West Europe-
ans. particularly the Germans.

—1
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Broader Context. Another option open 1o the Soviets
would be to 1nvite the West Europeans to join the INF
talks or proposc that the talks take placc within a
broader European framework. such as the CSCE.
They could argue that the negotiations are of para-
mount importance to Eurepe and that all major
powcers should be involved. There is no evidence to

suggest such a move. but it would be consistent with & .

the fong-term Sovict strategy of capitalizing on differ-
ences of view among NATO countries. The Scvicts
would clearly recognize. however. the low likclihood
of acceptance by the West Europcans, particularly the
French and British. for the reason cited above.

V. Future Soriet Political Moves

The Sovicts wiil continuc vigorous cfforts 0 influcnce
the West G:arman position, regardless of whether the
zlections result in a CDU victory or return the SPD to
power. They may be morc willing after the clections
to offer specific inducements, such as cased cmigra-
tion for ethaic Germans ir. the East, since they wili no
louger be constrained by reluctance to help the CDU
in its campaign. At the sarac time. they may resort
morc openly (0 tntimidation, particularly f the COU
is victovious. They might stress that West Germany
would bc more cxposed than other West Eurcpean
countries 10 Sovict retaliation in the event of » nuclear
cxchange. berance naly West Germany would basc
Pershing 11

Throughout Western Europe the Soviets will intensify
their public campaign against LS INF deployment.
Thesc efforts are likely (o include:

« Stepping up contact with a broad spectrum of
Europcan politicians, media representatives. church
leaders, and student groups, with the intention of
purvcying as widcly as possiblc an image of Sovict
rcasonableness and a commitment to 4 ncgotiated
INF solution.

+ Employing propaganda (o arousc public alarm over
alleged US intentions of making Europce the “nu-
clear battleficld™ of a US-Sovicet conflict.

« Introducing new “peace’ initiatives. such as their
latest proposal for a tactical nuclcar-frce zonc in
Central Europe

VI. What Type of Agreement Might Moscow Accept?
Throughout the negotiations the Sovicts have insisted
that the United States forgo deployment of its new
systems in an INF agreement. Privately. however.
they have indicated that they expect Washington to
proceed with deployment. While they have not provid-
cd any clues as 1o what level of NATO denlovment
they might ultimately accemiC

: “}has probed
his US counterparts on scveral occasions for a figure.
lower than the planncd number, 1o which NATO
would actually agrec

Cicarly the Sovicts would like NATO's plan to fall
through on its own, but they cannot be confident that
this will happen. They probably would not welcome a
situation in which NATO fully dcployed its systems
and they found it nccessary to respond with huadreds
of their own missiles. Between thesc extreme out-

" comes. they must have given considcrablc thought to

an agreement in which NATO is permitted some level
of deployment. Given their particular concern over the
Pershing (1, they might continue 10 call for a ban on
it, while grudgingly accepting some level of GLC M
deployment—albeit sharply reduced from the planned
464 launchers. [n retura. the Soviets probably would
merely reitcrate their missile subceiling proposal. [n
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fact, they could insist that any US GLCM dceploy-
ment (augmenting the French and British missile
launchers) be offsct by depioyments of additiona!
Soviet missile launchers

Moscow would view a negotiating outcome that killed
the Pershing H program as'a favorable initial step,
but it still would be greatly concerned about ‘imiting
‘the US cruisc missile threat. {{ could propose addi-
tional arms contro! measures that would severely limit
air- and sea-launched cruise missiles. It might de-
mand that ALCMs be Quantitatively limited on hecavy
bombers (45 they were in SALT 1) and might call for
& continuation of the ban on SLCM deployment that
was negotiated in the now-cxpired SALT 1 Protocol.
To get Washington more interested in such mcasures,
Moscow might want to heighten the visibility of its
own cruise missile systems {as Andropov did in his

21 December address)}—particularly as thase systcms
approach operational capability. perhaps as early as
late this year. The Sovicts probably would be willing
to usc cither the INF talks or START to negotiate
these measures.

VIL. Possible Sovict Plans if Negotiations and Politi-
cal Moves Fail

By late 1983 Moscow probably will be able 10 judge
whether an Agreement is possible and whether any of
.the negotiating options and political moves outlined
above would be effective in postponing or derailing
NATO's deployment plans. If the Sovicts are con-
vinced that the initial deployment will occur as sched-
uled in December. they almost certatnly will take
steps—for iriiernal as weil as foreign policy reasons—
to implement whaitever military response they have
_planned 10 make once NATO's depluyment actually
tegins. This responsc was (oreshadowed in Andro-
pov’s 21 December address and in March 1982, when
Brezhnev threatened retaliatory measures that would
put the United States and its allies “'in an analogous
position” if NATO deployed its new INF systemt

Milirary Ontionc A« r(--(vr-'*—..-rC

J(hc Soviets could. inter alia:
« Field new cruise missiles and short-range ballistic
missiles opposite Furope and deploy a larger SS-20
force.

SoerzD

- Statior: submarines with sca-launched cruise iajs-
stles near US coasts.

« Install nuclear-capable offensive weapon systems in
Cuba, cither overtly or covertly

Last {all the Sovicts hinted at the INF talks that they
might respond with deployment of a long-range cruisc
missile or a new ballistic missile. or both. In his

21 December speech, Andropov highlighted the Soviet
long-range cruise missile program as a counter to
NATO’s INF deployments, probably becausc the
system is already at the flight test stage. The Soviets
rccently have modified a Y-class submarine and a
aumber of Bear bombers, apparently to serve as
platforms for a long-range cruisc missile. which could
be targeted against US territory. If they choose to
develop a new IRBM for deployment opposite Europe,
it probably will be 4 system more capable than the
$S-20 in terms of payload and accuracy. Another
Saviet option could be deployment of the SS-20 in the
northcastern USSR, where it could target the norih-

western United States. ,‘\c Joreign Minis-
try official mentioned this possibility last August. and
a Soviel[_ = X siscrrecnd it in October

The above options seem more plausible than the
emplacement of Soviet missiles in Cuba. Moscow no
doubt understands that such an action could bring the
supcrpowers 6 the brink of a nuclear confrontation. [t
probably would calculate that the political costs in
Europe and the potential risk of military cenfronta-
tion with the US administration-—which has made
initiatives in the Caribbean Basin a major clement of
its foreign policy—are not worth whatever inCreass in
military or political leverage they think such a move
might provide. Moscow probably aiso would belicve
that such an action would result in the collapse not
~~vof the INF negotiations, but of START as well.

Nonctheless, the threat of missilc emnlacement in
Cuba ha< we=n hinted 2o

his probably i3 part of an overall
Soviet strategy 10 bring as much pressure as possible
to bear on the United States and Eyrope 1o move off
the zero option position.




Covert Measures. 1 the Soviets' current strategy fails.
they probably will shift the focus of their active
measurcs campaign. They will attempt 10 usc covert
means to complement wmilitary, diplomatic, and poliu-
cal moves, in an cffort io slow the pacc of deployment
and to keep it at the lowest possible level. With the
East-West atmosphere probably souring by that iime,
they might feel even less canstraint against pursuing
riskicr measures—such as cncouraging demonstra-
tions and supporting radical pcace groups, some of
which might ecngage in szbotace at NATO facihitics.
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The Soviets aiso will usc propaganda. disinformation,
and support to Communist Party and front groups to
increasc the political costs to the governments of the
basing countries. They will hope that this, in turn, will
cause those countrics to urge the United States to
accede to an agreement that caps NATO deployments
at alow level and minimizes reductions in Sovict
force:

In the Netherlands. the Sovicts can be expected 1o
intensify their active measurces with the Communist
Party and its fronts in the period lcading up to a
Dutch decision (scheduled for laic 1983) on INF
deployment. Sovict pressure on the ltalian Commu-
nist Party ro intensify support of the peace movemeat
undoubtedly will increasc as the initial GLCM equip-
ment deliveries 1o [taly in October draw near. The
Soviets are currently operating under a liability in
[taly, however, since their public imzge there has
suffered badly as a result of allegations of Sovict
involve—-=-=-in the attempted assassination of the
Popc

el

The Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament has been
gaining political clout in the United Kingdom. The
Soviets® ability to influcnce it appears tu be extremely
fimilcd. but they will do what they cuan to support it,
particularly as the projected GLCM deployment date
{December) approaches. The Soviets can also be ex-
pected to attempt to persuade leftist groups to throw
their support behind the CND

The Sovicts probably will be curcful, however, not to
26 too far with their active measurcs campaign. They
are aware that strong antinuclcar movements ¢xist in
all the INF-basing countrics (except [taly). even with-
out Sovict or Communist involvement. They also
rcalize that, by treading carcfully. they can profit
from these movements, which have been arouscd by
keightened East-West tensions and greater public
awarcness of nuclear wcapons programs affecting
Woest European countrics. Far these reasons the Sovi-
cts probably will continue to refy more on overt
political measures. which have proved to be their most
effective activities
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Appendix
Significant INF-Related Events Scheduled for 1983

INF (Round IV) resumes

Vice President Bush's European trip begins in Boan: inciudes a visit to INF and
START ncgotuations

Session of the UN Committee on Disarmament begins in Geneva
Meeting of NATO's Specia! Consultative Group (SCG)

Elections in West Germany ”

NATO Nuclcar Planning Group ministerial meeting in Portugal
Williamsburg summit

INF (Round V) ends

CPSU Central Committee mects

Votes on [INF infrastructure funding to be held in Belgium, Deamark, and the
Netherlands

First GLCM cquipment arrives in United Kingdom

NATO Foreign Ministers’ meeting in Paris

INF (Round V) rcsumes

First Pcrshing [{ cquipment arrives in West Germany

INF (Round Vi)ends

First GLCM cquipment arrives in lzly

NATO Nuclear Planning Group ministerial mecting in Canada
SPD party congress in West Germany

NATO ministerial mectings

Scheduled initial opcrational capability for Pershing Il in West Germany and
GLCM in the United Kingdom




